contribution to the heightened value attached to the original work of art. By his day there was already a practice of connoisseurship and a clear distinction between originals and copies, using these precise words.
11 There has been, however, an overly stringent tendency to search for an Ur-object, and to demote later, derivative works to the point that they are virtually invisible. Because of the basic art historical tenet -one that had already taken root in Bernini's day -that copies do not demand the attention of the master, scholars have tried to discern what they presume is studio participation, and its degree, in many of these works. For some busts this is documented, for others not. For example, as a result of the greater value placed on a so-called original or first version, most discussion of Bernini's two busts of Scipione Borghese revolves around the first, cracked, version; conversely, or perversely, the cracked version of the Innocent X bust, which has simply been less visible to scholars, has been virtually eclipsed, though we might presume it preceded and necessitated the intact version and, by the logic of originals, should be the one that interests us. 12 Bronzes, which can be produced in series, suffer particularly under this value system. Whether or not the works vary from work to work, and they all do, the discomfort with these works as copies is notable.
In the seventeenth century not all copies were equal. At this time connoisseurs and art theorists distinguished between copies by lesser artists, and copies of such great accomplishment that the ability to reproduce a work by someone else was in itself a cause of marvel. 13 The copies I am interested in here, however, are of a specific sort: autograph copies, or very close versions made by the same artist.
These works are less discussed than copies made after another artist. 14 Why has the copy by another artist absorbed the question of the copy? Because if artists whose works are worthy of being copied by other artists copied themselves, the discipline's belief in a kind of class-system of copying would be undermined.
Great artists should not have to copy themselves, they should just be themselves.
According to this logic, the imaginations of great artists are so rich that they don't repeat themselves. Picasso said: 'Success is dangerous. One begins to copy oneself, and to copy oneself is more dangerous than to copy others. It leads to sterility.' 15 It is because of a pervasive commitment to value among modern scholars that the interrogation of the multiple versions of works, especially by Bernini, has not been thought about much.
And yet the best artists, among them those whom we might consider the most 'autograph' artists of the early modern era, produced many autograph copies.
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The great painterly performers Titian and Velazquez, for example, repeated 
Copy not
First I would like to look at Bernini's multiples in light of his own professedly negative attitude towards copying. Did he feel the need to justify these works?
And if so, how did he do so? My focus here is on portraits because of the sheer number of multiples in that genre, and because it is around the practice of portrait-making that we find in the sources (the two Bernini biographies, and the artist's own remarks as recorded by Chantelou in 1665) a dense thicket of preoccupation concerning the copy -of double-talk.
To begin with, it is around the making of a portrait bust of Louis XIV (Malgouyres, fig. 1 It is significant that Bernini expressed his reluctance to make a copy or to copy himself in connection with the making of a portrait rather than a historia.
The genre of portraiture provoked a continuous theoretical crisis in the seventeenth century that, because the portrait was tied to its subject, the practice of portraiture did not rest on the imaginative, intellectually driven basis of the most highly ranked genre of historia. 24 Bernini's antipathy towards copying comprises a very orthodox view of how to rescue portraiture from its referentiality: by stressing the use of his imagination and memory rather than direct transcription. In the passages cited here, Bernini not only rejects the referentiality of portraiture but he goes on to avoid any reiteration of his own impressions and ideas: by rejecting recourse to the referent in his drawings he refuses, he says, to copy himself. He thus implies that every stroke is a new beginning; no preparatory work is preparatory for anything except itself; every work is an original. suggests that the use of the word 'original' to describe Louis XIV is an expression of deference. The phrase about impressing the image of the king onto the mind or the heart uses the image of the wax imprint that is central to Christian notions of mimesis. It is invoked here to express a licit form of portrait-making, as copying, motivated by love, and producing a unique form of knowledge. Some people, like Louis XIV, are so great that they deserve to be copied. The language of original and copy is invoked to make it clear that the original exceeds the copy -just as Christ is greater than all those who fashion themselves in his image. Not all copies are bad.
Copious copies: the phrase is copied again in Domenico Bernini's life of his father. This third appearance of the phrase -praise for the copy out of love of the original -is used to describe Bernini's portrait of his lover in the 1630s, Costanza There are two points to make about this passage, an antecedent for the Christian hermeneutics of love. First, since Lucian calls Aeschines and Socrates the truest portrayers because they depicted with love, love is thereby connected with accuracy of portrayal. Second (and related to this first idea) is the ardent desire that the portrait of the beloved be accurate and true. In early modern portrait discourse the image of the beloved is typically a mere shadow of the real flesh and blood beloved. 35 But in the particular genre of the portrait of the beloved, which can never be true enough to nature, it is only through love that the truest resemblance can be achieved. It is suggested here that in referring to Bernini's portrait of Costanza as a 'copy', Domenico is trying to convey something about his father's relationship to his lover, rather than about the verisimilitude of the bust per se. Just as the word 'original' was invoked to describe Louis XIV in order to express the excess of the original, the same might be said of the woman Bernini was madly in love with. Domenico's use of the word 'copy' for Bernini's bust and lost painted portrait of Costanza allows the biographer to express Bernini's submissive love for Costanza and the types of representation that can arise from it.
Taken together, these variants on the concept of praising the copy because you are in love with the original, as applied to these three works (the busts of Costanza and Louis XIV, and the crucified Christ), show us a Bernini apparently in favour of the copy. The works of which Bernini will produce a so-called copy are thus specific and of the highest rank. There is, in other words, a scale of models before which Bernini kneels and copies: the beloved, who one can never portray accurately enough; Louis XIV, the bearer of absolute power; and Christ, who all men should imitate. In these various applications of the word 'copy' and 'original' the practice of making likenesses out of love is excused if not endorsed. Bernini was anxious about the referentiality of portraiture. But to some models even Bernini submitted out of love and deference.
Montoya: where image exceeds referent
The language of copy and original appears once more in Domenico's biography of his father, in the story of Bernini's bust of Pedro de Foix Montoya (frontispiece).
The bust represents a Spanish prelate in Rome, a much less exalted subject than those previously under discussion. This famous anecdote, told with minor variation in the two Bernini biographies and in the diary of Chantelou, revolves around a witty discussion about the bust by high-ranking cardinals, during which both the bust and Montoya are present. Bernini, said Domenico, had conducted the work 'with such spirit and resemblance that whoever wanted to take delight in comparing attentively the original ('l'Originale') and the copy ('la Copia') was heard saying that either both were fake or both real [. . .] it. Domenico refers to Montoya as 'original' and the bust as 'copy' without anxiety that he will invoke portraiture's lesser status. This is because Domenico says that if anyone compares the two they will find that either both were finti (fictions) or both were real. The subordination of the art object to its referent that plagued
portraiture is now open to question. So when Maffeo Barberini pronounces that the image is the person and the person is an image, we can take it on his authority that the portrait has equalled or even exceeded its referent. Problem solved. When
Bernini recounted this anecdote to Chantelou he said that Montoya had left the bust in Bernini's studio for a long time, and that this had the effect of making a man who had 'been remarkable in nothing' into a topic of discussion. 37 Taken together, the two accounts suggest that the portrait is no longer empty of soul, a mere exterior, lacking in breath. The portrait exceeds life. In other words, owing to Bernini's bust, less was now more, and this holds for both the bust and the man.
Perhaps this was possible with Montoya but not the king. In other words, this language of value -copy, original -is invoked around the bust of a lesser figure in order to be turned on its head.
Do it again: the busts of Scipione Borghese
When Bernini comes to actually make a copy of a bust, his two biographers can justify it, albeit in their own ways. In carving the bust of Cardinal Scipione Borghese a crack had appeared, or been made in the course of the work's execution ( fig. 1 ). The pope was waiting to see it; the cardinal could not be disappointed. A bust with a crack running all the way around the head was not acceptable, so Bernini produced a second bust (pl. 15). 38 The biographers stress the speed with which Bernini pulled this off. Baldinucci says: 'Without telling a soul he worked for fifteen nights (which is all the time he had for that tedious task) on another bust exactly like the first and not one jot less beautiful.' By calling the task 'tedious' and saying that the second bust was 'exactly like the first' Baldinucci unguardedly identifies the second bust as a copy, though he avoids the word.
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Domenico, who says the work was 'produced in three days' without stop, stresses, by contrast, the differences between the busts, which a cardinal is able to discern without the first bust present. Domenico also avoids using the words 'original'
and 'copy' -he refers to the 'first' as such, and not to a second but rather to an ongoing activity of making the portrait. 40 But with the two busts compared to each other and the second appearing more lively in Domenico's account, Bernini's own bust rather than the sitter becomes the referent for his work. Because
Bernini's second work surpasses the first, it is a repeat performance.
In many ways Bernini's production of portraits, and a few of their copies, is analogous to the process-oriented rather than goal-oriented nature of theatrical performance as defined recently by Tzachi Zamir: 'Theatrical repetition (whether rehearsed or performed for an audience) is process-oriented: it is the capacity and the action of living afresh the enacted sequence of events.' 41 Although actors perform the same play night after night, 'at its best, acting projects and mostly is a singular, first-time encounter'. Zamir, however, also distinguishes such processoriented acting from 'mechanical' forms of repetition (such as cooking) whose goal might be the production of an object. So it is striking that, for instance, Domenico Bernini's description of the execution of the second version of the bust of Scipione Borghese renders the second time around as a 'singular, first-time encounter' with all of the qualities of engagement that convince us that Bernini's was not a mechanical activity. Of course we know that Bernini's engagement with the commedia dell'arte brought him into an arena of spontaneous performance.
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Perhaps this helps to explain a desire to characterize Bernini's repetition as different in kind from the mechanical forms of copying that were so problematic.
Taken together, these works and the anecdotes that surround them provide solutions -or alibis -for the always already repetitive practice of portraiture and the copies of those portraits that were inevitable in the world that Bernini inhabited. That the discussion should have developed around the portrait has to do with the problematic referentiality of the portrait to begin with and the demand for copies of authoritative images. Faced with commissions for multiples of a work that he considered singular, Bernini submitted and deferred to the authorities who commanded these copies. But it is likely that Bernini would have claimed that he did not make copies. He made a virtue not out of copying himself, but out of repeating the act of creation, of doing it again. Bernini and his biographers later did their best to frame such work as repeat performances rather than, as Baldinucci put, it the 'tedious' work of a copyist. Tzachi Zamir would have wanted to reassure Bernini that repetition is productive, that it opens up a 'qualitative spectrum' that 'concerns how one inhabits the same possibility'. 43 If we take all of this seriously, we might reappraise some dearly held connoisseurial truths that ground many judgments: the first work of a series should not be presumed to be, but could be, the best one, or it could be a dress rehearsal for an improved performance. This would open us up to a fresh look, a second take, on the many multiple versions and copies in Bernini's oeuvre.
1 All the busts, lost or extant, that
